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REMARKS 

A total of 23 claims remain in the present application. The following arguments are 
presented in response to the Office Action mailed May 30, 2007, wherefore reconsideration of 
this application is requested. 

Referring now to the text of the Office Action: 

• claims 2-22 and 24-25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112 as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement; and 

♦ claims 2-22 and 24-25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the teaching of United States Patent No. 6,968,209 (Ahlgren 
et al.) in view of United States Patent No. 6,879,989 (Dietrich et al..). 

The Examiner's claim rejections are believed to be traversed in view of the following 

discussion. 

Claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

At paragraph 2 of the Detailed Action, the Examiner argues that "the claim (claim 6) 
fails to specify 'multiple checksums' calculation's task" With respect, the Examiner's argument 
is not understood. In particular, claim 6 defines a step of: 

"for each one of the plurality of records: 

calculating in the electronic token a respective change detection code (CDC) associated 
with the record;" 

It is difficult to imagine how this claimed operation might be accomplished without 
calculating multiple CDCs (checksums). Applicant is of the view that the above-noted limitation 
in claim 6 explicitly defines the calculation of multiple checksums, and more particularly defines 
that a respective checksum is calculated for each record of the database. 
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A similar difficulty arises with respect to the Examiner's claims rejections under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 (a) starting at paragraph 4 of the detailed action, in that each of these rejections 
appear to relate specifically to the previous wording of the claims; and fails to take into account 
the amendments made in Applicant's response filed April 18, 2007. 

At paragraph 3 of the Detailed Action, the Examiner argues that Algren "clearly 
discloses calculating a change detection code for each record in the memory and comparing the 
calculated CDC with a stored CDC in the manner similar to the claimed language". With 
respect, the teaching of Algren, referring to either the reference as a whole or referring to the 
passages identified by the examiner, fails to support the Examiner's characterization. 

In particular, Algren explicitly teaches that a single change detection code is 
calculated across the entire database. More particularly, Algren teaches: 

"... a checksum is calculated on a database stored in a SIM card. . ." [col. 
2, lines 59-60] 

"If the stored checksum does not match the calculated checksum, then a 
change has occurred in the contents of the database. . ." [col 2. lines 64- 
66] 

"a checksum is calculated using the values of the records of the 
database..." [col 4, lines 11-12] 

"the checksum (e.g. 2 bytes/phonebook) will ... change whenever the 
database is modified." [col 4, lines 17-20] 

Note that nowhere does Algren teach or suggest that multiple checksums are 
calculated, or that a respective checksum is calculated for each record of the database. 
Furthermore, it will be plainly obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art that a checksum of 
"2 bytes/phonebook" implies a single checksum covering the entire database, and cannot 
possibly contain sufficient information to provide a respective change detection code associated 
with each record, as required by the present invention. 
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As such, Algren plainly fails to teach or fairly suggest the claim limitations to 
calculating a respective CDC associated with each record. Furthermore, Algren does not provide 
any motivation for making the required modification. 

In addition, it will be noted that claim 6 defines "A method applied by an electronic 
token ... ". The person of ordinary skill in the art will immediately, and without difficulty 
understand that "a method applied by an electronic token" naturally implies that that the 
electronic token itself performs the steps recited in the claim. This fact is further reinforced by 
the language of each of the claim limitations; thus: "calculating in the electronic token 
"comparing in the electronic token ..."; and "preparing a Short Message Service (SMS) message 
in the electronic token . Thus it will be perfectly clear to the skilled artisan that the different 
steps of the claimed method are performed by the electronic token itself, i.e. inside the electronic 
token. 

In direct contrast, Ahlgren provides no indication of the location where the 
processing of the single CDC is to be done. Without such an indication of the location where the 
processing would be done, the skilled person will properly revert to conventional techniques. As 
is well known in the art, electronic tokens such as smart cards are well known (and commonly 
referred to) as "resource-constrained" devices, because of their extremely low processing ability. 
As a result, if any functionality requires a specific calculation to be performed, such calculations 
are normally executed by the handset hosting the electronic token. This is typically the case, 
even when the software for controlling the calculation is stored on the token. Accordingly, in the 
absence of a specific teaching of where the calculation is to be performed, the person of ordinary 
skill will naturally deduce that such calculation should be performed by the handset hosting the 
electronic token, and not by the electronic token itself as required by the present claims. 

Examiner has admitted that Ahlgren fails to teach the step of preparing an SMS in 
the electronic token and sending the SMS from the electronic token to the registering element.. 
The examiner relies on a Dietrich as allegedly providing the missing teaching. However, 
Dietrich fails to teach or fairly suggest anything equivalent to the claimed function of preparing 
an SMS message in the electronic token and sending same to a registering element. Indeed 
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Dietrich only expresses the general principle of SMS messages, that is: some SMSs being 
displayed on the screen of the receiving handset (normal SMSs), and some SMSs being used 
directly by the receiving SIM for updating some data stored in the SIM (updating SMSs). In 
both of these cases, the SMSs are received by the electronic token, which is the exact opposite 
(and clearly in no way suggestive) of the claimed function of " preparing a Short message Service 
(SMS) message in the electronic token and sending the SMS message from the electronic token 
to a registering element ." as required by the claims. 

Finally, the person of ordinary skill in the art will recognise that Ahlgren teaches 
methods in which a change detection code stored in the SIM card is compared with a change 
detection code stored in a remote server, in order to determine whether the database on the SIM 
card needs to be synchronized with the remote server. In direct contrast, the present invention 
compares a CDC stored inside the electronic token with a "new" CDC, which is calculated inside 
the electronic token, and so determines whether the respective record (also stored on electronic 
token) has changed since the CDC was last calculated. As such, the present invention permits 
the synchronization process to be initiated independently by the electronic token, based on its 
own (entirely internal) comparison of old and new CDCs. The person of ordinary skill in the art 
will recognise that none of the cited references teach or fairly suggest this functionality. Rather, 
all of the known references require comparison with a CDC (or other data) stored on a remote 
server in order to determine whether synchronization is needed. 

In view of the foregoing, it is believed that the presently claimed invention is clearly 
distinguishable over the teaching of Ahlgren et al. None of the known prior art provides the 
missing teaching. In particular, none of the know prior art references teach or fairly suggest the 
calculation of a respective CDC for each record, and the use of that respective CDC to send 
information of changes to a registering element via SMS messaging. Nor to any of the cited 
reference teach or fairly suggest the advantages obtained thereby. 

Accordingly, it is believed that the present invention is in condition for allowance, 
and early action in that respect is courteously solicited. 
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If any extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 is required to obtain entry of this 
response, such extension is hereby respectfully requested. If there are any fees due under 37 
C.F.R. §§ 1.16 or 1.17 which are not enclosed herewith, including any fees required for an 
extension of time under 37 C.F.R, § 1.136, please charge such fees to our Deposit Account 
No. 19-5113. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Kent Daniels/ 
By: Kent Daniels, P. Eng. 
Reg. No. 44,206 
Attorney for the Applicants 

Date: July 30, 2007 

Ogilvy Renault LLP 
Suite 1500 

1981 McGill College Avenue 
Montreal, Quebec 
Canada, H3 A 2Y3 
(613) 780-8673 



